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ABSTRACT 

Recent research on teachers' expectations has begun 
to explore the factors underlying the link between expectations and 
performance. To investigate the relationship between the affective 
responses of teachers and students' attributions regarding effort 
versus ability, 130 college students (66 Kvale, 64 female) were 
instructed in solving anagrams and subsequently solved three out of 
five anagrams. Upon completing^the- test , each subject received one of 
/ seven affective responses to his performance from the instructor: 
anger, pity, relief, posi ti ve surpri se , negative surprise, pride, or 
no emotion. The subjects then completed an attribution questionnaire. 

:~An analys 1^^ emot i onal r espon ses produced 

\jreater effort and ability attributions than did no emotion. 
Responses containing positive emotions or positive feedback led to 
significantly greater effort attributions than responses containing 
negative emotions or negative feedback. The element of surprise in 
emotion reduced percept ions of effort attributions and also resulted 
— irTT'-greater attributions to ability. Futui^e research should focus on 
the impact on affect-attribution linksj of seljf versus teacher 
perceptions, various cultural and ethnic group memberships, and 
situational and contextual factors. (Aiithor/BL) 




AUTHOR 
TITLE 

SPONS AGENCY 
PUB DATE 
NOTE 



PUB TYPE 



EDRS PRICE / 
DESCRIPTORS 



IDENTIFIERS 



******************************************************* *^ 

* ' Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made * 

* from the original document. * 
*********************************************************************** 



EKLC 



\ 

\ 

\ 



H1\RD COPY NOT AVAILASIE 



Perusing Teaqher Expectations: 
CI oser Look at Af f ect-Attr i but ion 



Li nks 



Lerita M. Coleman Lee J. Jussim 

University of Michigan 



Presented at the Annual Convention of the 
American Psychological Association 
Anaheim, Cal i forni a 
August, 1983 



This research was funded by a Spencer Foundation Seed Grant to 
the first author. We wish to acknowledge the assistance of 
Jack Abraham. Jon Krosnick, and Jacqu.elynne Eccles in the 
preparation of this research and manuscript. 



7 

A ' 



U.S. DEPARTMENT OF fDUCATION 
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION 
UCATlONAL RESOURCES INFORMATION 

CENTER (ERICI 
This document has been repfoduced as 
fuCRivud from the person or organrzdtion 
oritjinatjricj it. '> 
Minor chiinges havo been nude to improve 
feproduction quality. 

Points of view or opinions statod in this docii 
ment do not rieCL»ssarilv represent official NIE 
position or policy. 



••PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE THIS 
' MATERIAL IN MICROFICHE ONLY 
HAS BEEN GRANTED BY 



TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES 
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)." 



Abstract 



Recent research on teache rs ' expectat ! ons has begun to explore in 
greater depth the facto rs (e . g . , nonverbal behavior, past performance, 
social class) underlying the link between expectat Ions' ar ' rfor a...iice. 
One of the most powerful Influences on students' performam^ may be 
their perception of how teachers respond to them. Thus, combining ideas 
from previous teacher expectation s tud I es^wi t h mo re rect^nt research^by 
Bernard Welner et al. and Carol Dweck, a study was designed to explore 
the relationship between the affective responses of tethers' and 
students'' attributions regarding effort versus ability. In addition, 
we were Interested In how perceptions of success o r f a I 1 u re m I gh t 
mediate these effects. 

In a laboratory experiment, 130 subjects (66 males and 6^ females) 
were instructed on how to solve anagrams. Upon completing the test, 
each subject received one of seven affectivfe responsies regarding their 
p^rfornpance: anger, pity, relief, positive surprise, negative surprise, 
pride, or no emotion. I n genera 1 , . emot lona 1 responses produced greater 
effort and ability attributions than did no emotion (with the exception 
of pity and ability attributions); responses containing positive 
emotions or positive feedback led to s i gn if i can t 1 y g reate r effort 
attributions than responses containing negative emotions or negative 
feedback; and the elements of surprise in emotion reduced perceptions- 
of effort attributions and also resulted in greater attributions to 
abi 1 i ty . 

I 

These findings Illustrate the Importance of affect in the 
attrjbut ional process, pa rt I cu 1 a rl y as It relates to teacher expec- 
tations.. Additional research Is needed to further elucidate the impact 
on affect-attribution links of self versus teacher perceptions, various 
cultural and ethnic group membership, and situational and contextual 
factors. 



A widG body of literature attests to the occurrence of self- 
fulfilling prophec i es i n. the classroom. This phenomenon, known to many 
as "teacher expectations'" or "pymalion in the classroom'* refers to the 
process by which students c perform at levels consistent wi*' e 

teacher's belief or expectations about their abilities. Teacher expec- ' 
tations manifest themse Ives in manyways in a cl ass room . Differential 
treatment of studentsconsist of, among other things, pra i's e , cr i t i c i sm , 
explicit commands, attention, feedback, seating arrangements and 
emotional responses. 

These variations in student and teacher interactions can affect^ 
students in a number of ways. Attributions about one's own ab i 1 i t i es as 
well as perceptions of the teachers beliefs, expectati ons . and attitudes 
often are influenced. Thus, the presen I:^ i nves t i.ga t i on examines a por- 
tion- of the teacher expectations effect by focusing on feedback (as ex- 
pressed through emotional responses r teachers to task performance) and 
its impact on attributions and perceptionr. of the student. 

Self-fulfilling prophec i es have ti*ad i t i ona 1 I y been defined as 
situations in wh ich''a. person ' s (the "perceiver") beliefs about another 
(the "target") evoke from the target behaviors which confirm theper- 
ceiver's original (and potentially er roneous) expectations (Mer tora , 
19^8; Rosenthal and Jacobson, 1 968) . In these situations ei^ther"objec- 
tive" assessments (such as IQ tests) , or naive outside observers attest 
to the fact that the target is i ndeed exh rb'i t i ng behav i or s cons i stent 
with the perceiver 's expectations. Darley and Fazio (I98O) have ex- 
panded the concept to i nc I ude i nteract i ons in which the perceiver simply 
interprets the target's actions as . va I i d a t i on of her or his preconce i >>ed 
notions (regardless of whether or not others would agree).. 



Although different aspects of self-fulfilling prophecies have been 
investigated, much of the research has focused on classroom interac- 
"tions; Some investigators have examined which factors (e.g. past per- 
formance, physical 'attractiveness, social class, sex, race, etc., elicit 
teacher expectations) (cf . Burstal 1 , I978; Rosenthal and Jacobson, I968; 
Rist, I97O; 'Mazer, 1.971; Seligman et al. 1972; Rosenthal, 197^; Cooper 
et al. 1975; Dweck, 1975; Dweck et al. 197-8; Taylor, 1979; and Cooper, 

r ... 

1981) underlie teacher expectati ons while other research concentrates on 
how teachers express their expectations (e.g. praise, criticism, ^ seating 
ar rangemen ts, nonverbal cues), (Brophy and Good , 1 970 ; Rist, 1 970 ; 
Richey and Richey, I98I). Increasingly, studies attempt to explicate 
the process as i t pccurs in the classroom (Brophy 6 Good, 1970; Cooper, 

1975) . 

There is also evidence that s tuderHrs*^r espond to the various 
manifestations of teacher expectations in such a way as to confirm those 
expectations. Burstal 1 ( 1 97_8) d[escr i bes a number of studies where the 
"good" students are provided with greate*" opportunities tc participate 
in classroom activities. In a different but perhaps analogous situa- . 
tion. Word, Zanna, and Cooper (197^) demonstrated that less immediate 
nonverbal cues (e.g., less eye contact, more phys i ca 1 d i s tance , etc . ) on 
the part, of an i ntervi ewer produced poorer performance among applicants 
and that black app 1 i cants rece ived less immediate non-verbal cues from 
white interviewers. They concluded that job interview situations may be 
cliaracter i zed by an expectation effect process whereby blacks do indeed 
perform worse largely as a result of the prior negative evaluations on 
the part of white interviewers. While indirect, these results suggest 
the possibility of a similar process operating in multi-racial 



c 1 ass rooms ... 

. One of the most powerful influences on ach i evement .however , may be 
the students' perceptions of what the teacher thinks about them. How 
might teachers convey their beliefs and expec ta t I ons about particular 
students? Recent research has shown that certain emotions expressed in 
response to students' performance tend to be differentially associated 
with controllability and stability of outcomes (Graham and Weiner, I98I; 
Vyeiner et-al. I982). Specifically the following linkages were found be- 
tween emotions expressed by a teacher and attributions for a student's 
failure: anger-lack of effort, gull t-poor teaching, surprise- lack. of 
effort and pity-low ability. These affect- attribution links are impor- 
tant because children who a t tr i bute f a i' 1 ur e to factors believed to be 
stable and uncontrollable (e.g. lack of ability) are more 1 i ke 1 y to per- 
form worse in the. future. In contrast, children who a ttr i bu te f a i 1 ur e 
^-to controllable and unstable factors (e.g., effort) are more likely to 
persist and improve on subsequent tasks (Dweck, 1975? Dweck , et 
al . 1978) . 

In creating a model o^f how affect-attribution links operate, Weiner 
and his associates (We i ner , 1 982 ; Graham and Weiner, I98I; Weiner, I98I, 
Weiner et al . 1979) have used scenarios (fictitious stories in which a 
teacher interacts with a student) and retrospective accounts (subjects' 
memories regarding their own success and fai lure experiences) . In their 
simulated teacher-student studies Weiner., et al, have been unable, to 
specify how the emotional expressions of teachers i nf 1 uence , the attribu- 
tions of students in face-toVface interaction. Therefore the present 
investigation expands We i ner ' s v/ork on, af f ec t-a t tr i bu t i on links in a 
number of important ways, and also attempts to overcome some of the 



limitations of his methods. Similar to the research of Weiner, et 
al. 1982; Graham and Weiner, I98I, we focus on the affect-attribution^ 
links but provide students with an actual task and real emotional feed- 
back. Hence tlie present study examines the nature of the affect- 
attribution process as it occurs in ongoing social interactions- 

In addition, Weiner's recent research has focused on specific af- 
fective reactions (anger, pity, guilt, negative surprise). These affec 
tive reactions all lead to attributions based on social exchanges in- . 
volving negative feedback- To more thoroughly elucidate the affect- 
attribution process , in addition to selecting a subset of these 
emotional responses (i.e., anger, pity and negative surprise), we also 
included some positive emotions; positive surprise, pride and relief. 

Since emotional responses can impact on subjects in a variety of 
, ■ . • ■ ' ' ' ' 

ways, we were par 1 1 cu 1 a r 1 y I n ter es ted in comparing the positive and 

negative emotions in terms of their impact on perceptions of the. 

teacher's attributions regarding effort and ability. Moreover, three 

emotions convey an element of surprise (pos i t i ve surpr i se « negative 

surprise, and relief) while three do not (anger, pity, and pride). 

This surpr i facte y be important because a surprised res^^onse indi 

cates that inherent in^the teacher's expectscion is some element of 

doubt or that the teacher's expectations hc-ve been violated. Thus an 

examination of the role of surprise in the taf f ect-a ttr i but i on process 

was also included. ^- , 

Subj ec ts . . 

14^ introductory psychology students were recr u i ted to' par t i c i pate 

• in an unspecified psychology experiment as part of a class requirement. 

One S was eliminated because she was highly suspicious throughout the 



initial proceedings. We constructed the test so that nearly all Ss 
would solve three out of five anagrams - the test consisted of three 
easy anagrams and two .i mppss i b 1 e ones. Unf or tuna te 1 y thi r teen students 
failed to solve all 'three of the "easy"- anagrams, and were therefore 
eliminated from the analyses. Thus 130 Ss - Gk males and 66 females - 
completed the entire procedure. 

Confederates 

in order to insure an accurate portrayal of each emotion we 
presented to naive judges videotapisd scenes of each actor expressing 
each emotion in response to a student's tes.t score. When at least 70% 
of each set of judges agreed* that the teacher conveyed the emotion he 
intended we allowed that actor to express the emotion in the actual eX7 
periment. Any time an actor failed to reach a criteria of 70% for a- 
particular ertiotion, he was retrained and required to "pass" another set 
cf judges ^ . / ' 

/ 

Although the words were standardized, the nonverbal varied 
cro: eachers and emotions. By allowing the teachers freedom in the 
nonverbal aspects of the emotional expressions, yet also requiring them 
to meet a criteria of 70% agreement among judges, their emotional ex- 
pressions appeared more genuine and were empirically validated pr i or to 
thei,r use i n the experiment. Males were chosen as confederates because 
past research "has shown less pronounced sex differences in response to 
failure feedback from male adults than from female adults" (Dweck and 
Bush, 1976, p. 150). For our short term classroom exper i ence , ~i t was 
considered more likely that the impact of emotioAS* responses would be 

detectable with a male confederate. Confederates were interviewed and 

/ 

■ ■ ■ ■ • / 



audi tioned- 
Validi ty Check 

In addition to the procedure specified above, after completing the 

attribution questionnai re, Ss were asked to identify the emotion that 

the teacher expressed in response to their performancs. The accuracy 

rate (in percent) for each emotion- is presented below: 

No Unpleasantly Pleasantly 
Emo t i on Surpr i sed Sur pr i sed Anger P i ty Rel i ef Pr i de 
.9^.7 100 9^4.7 61.1 61.1 61.1 ^♦7-^ 

-"^^^^ ' ■ 

Thus, emotional responses were validated twice. These results, 
however, raise some questions about differences between intended and 
perceived emotions which are beyond the scope of this paper. 

When analyzing the questionnaire results, though, Ss^ were divided ac~ 
cording to the emotion they perce i ved the teacher as expressing for 
several reasons. First, in Weiner's scr ^ludiesvhe explicitly told 

subjects which emotion the teacher expressed, and in his retrospective 
account studies subjects recalled inc,idents in which they perceived the 
teacher as expressing a cer ta i n emot i on . So in order tc directly com- 
pare pur findings to those of Weiner, we grouped subj ec-ts^ccord i.ng to 
the emotion that they perceived rather than accord i ng to the emotion 
that th-e teacher intended. * \' 

\ ; ^ 

Dues t i onna i re 

i Inasmuch as' attributions for success often differ from attributions 

'for failure, we first asked Ss to indicate whether or not the teacher 
thought they d'd well. Then,- in order to facilitate Ss' thinking about 
the ^teacher we "primed" each S with an open ended attribution question 
(e.g., "Why doesthe teacher think ybu d i d/^d id not do we 11?"). In order 
to be confident that we were accurately assess i ng Ss * perceptions of the 



teacher's attributions, we asked each attribution question three dif- 

i 

ferent ways (see appendix 1). "The final "attribution score" for each 
factor was computed by summing"' the Ss responses to all three questions. 
. Procedure 

The experimenter introduced him- or herself to 'the S and presented 

the following cover story: 

You are about to participate in an exper i men ta 1 progrart 

deve loped for the train: ng of future teachers . You and a 
graduate student in education will comprise one of several 
teach^er-s tudent teams i.nvo 1 ved in per form i ng a ser i es of 
tasks (you will be the student and he will be . the teacher). 
Your team will be compared to, other teacher student teams on 
test scores. Also , your teacher will evaluate your results 
and discuss -^them with me. After each task you will be asked 
to complete a questionnaire concerning your . exper i ences as a 
student in this program. Do you' have any questions? 

- . ■ , \ , 

One purpose of this cover story was to increase the importance to 
the S,of per f ormi ng wel 1 (be:yond Ss ' "natural commitment to research") - 
thus the "evaluation" by the experimenter and the competition between 
teams. The other main function%was to create the impression that the 
teachers had a stake in the S ' s performance. fhis was an attempt to 
.provide a context in which'the teacher's emotional response to the S's 
performance would appear appropriate. i^ 

After the cover story, each S was'' i ntroduced* to the teacher, and 
the tv J were given a fevy minutes to get acquainted. Teachers were given 
a standard background, which they could mention when appropriate, and 
were also encouraged to ask the S about him or herself. Although 
teachers were monitored throughout the study, this acquaintance session 
was largely unstructured, and the i n ter ac t i on rel a t i ve 1 y spontaneous .> 
Our purpose here was to establ ish at least a minimal relationship be- 
7tween~ the teacher— and- the -S , 

The teacher then gave the S.a brief lesson on how to solve^ 



anagrams. This lesson included explaining to the S what an anagram was, 
some .strateg i es for solving them and some illustrative exarTiples. The 
teacher then handed the S a tiest consisting of five anagrams, told the S 
that s/he wouJ^d^Kave approximately seven minutes to work and left the 
r oom . 

During this time the experimenter randomly chose one of t(ie seven 
emotions. By randomly selecting an emotion at this time, we achieved 
two goats: 1) the teacher could not let his knowledge of the emotion in- 
fluence his jn.teraction with the S during either the acquaintance ses- 
sion or the lesson. The teacher was allowed some time to review the 

i . 

videotaped version-of h i s jemot i ona 1 express^ion whFch had "passed" .a set 
of judges.- -After approximately seven minutes the teacher returned to ^ 

the S, looked over his or her exam,/ and responded with one of the fol- 

■\ - ■ . ' 

lowing seven emotions: 

■, - . V . . 

Anger: "You only got three put of five. That's notja very good 
score. Well, I'll just bring this to the experimenter." 

Pity: "You only got th ree ou t\ of five. We 1 1 , don ' t - f ee 1 too bad., 
Maybe you'll do bette^r next time." \ \ 

Positive surpr i se: "Are you finished? You got three; right! 
That's great, I'm impressed." 

I 

Negative surprise: "Haven't you finished? You hadiplenty of 
time. I can't understand why you only got three out of 
five.'-' I 

Pride: "You got three right! That's a- very good score. I'm glad 
to have you as my student." ' . • 

Relief: ."Thank goodness. You got three out of five. Now I can 
take this to the experimenter." 

No emotion:- "You got three right. Now I ' 1 1 take this to the ex- 
perimenter." V. 

The teacher left the room after expressing the^ emotion, and the ex- 



per i men ter returned with the questionnaires. In order to eliminate 

/ ~. . . ^- . _ 

highly suspicious Ss the expey* i menter asked the S to "describe the ex- 
periment in your 'own words." And, indeed, one S expressed some 
suspicion at this point and was riemoved-jfjioni.^subsequent analyses. AJ 1 
other Ss, however, -did not indicate any suspi c ion -and were then given 
the attribution questionnaires. After completing the attribution ques-^ 
tionnaire, Ss received the validity check and a postexper imenta 1 .ques- 
tionn^ire (see Appendix 2). Ss were debriefed upon completing the pos- 
tei>cpe,r i menta 1 questionnaire. ~~ 
Resul ts , ■ 

\ The segment of our analyses reported here focuses on perceptions of 
the/ teacher's attributions. Initial results revealed no sex differen-^. 
ces, so groups were colla^psed across the sexes. Table 1 present the ( 
means for perceived effort and ability attributions for each emotion 
(these results are discussed below) . ' 



Insert table 1 about' here 



Effort = • ^ _ . 

One way analysis of variance v>as performed .to determine, the effect 
of emotions on perceptions of the. teacher ' sN^attr'i but i ons to effort. 
Th i';S computation revealed a highly significant difference among emotions 
(F (6, 1 2 1) .99, p<.0001) . Further, pairw'ise contrasts illustrate all 
six emotions led to greater perceived ef for t >at tr i but i ons than d i d the 
no emotion group (p<. 05 ^or all s I x contras ts) • Thus, these emotional - 
responses differentially i nf 1 uenced Ss ' perceptions of the teacher's 
belief about the role effort played in determi n i ng thei r performance. 



12 



And indeed the "success", group perceived the teacher as making sig- 
nificant 1 y grea ter effort attributions than the ''failure" group (two- 
tailed T,(127) =3.95, p<.0001) . Thus the differential impact of positive 

versus negative emotions on perceived effort attributions was apparen 1 1 y 

■ ' * ' " / ' • " , 

largel y media'ted by the feedback each emotional response provided 

r'pgarding the S's performance. • 

I The element of ' surpr i se mi ght also help account for the rather 
/large impact of emot i ona T responses on perceived effort attributions. 
Consequently we contrasted the effort attribution scores of the surprise 
emotions with the non-surprise emot i ons ^ (re 1 i ef , positive surprise, 
negat i ve surpr i se vs. pity, anger, and pride)*. This analysis 
demonstrates that the surprise emotions led to significantly lower at- 
tributions tp effort (F (1, 120=7.63. p<.01) . Apparently surprise led Ss 

•■ ■ ■'■'V , . - \ 

to perceive^ the teacher as making f ewer -ef f or t a ttr i but i ons , regardless 

• • . . . 'w' 

of whether the surprise emotion was positive or negative. 

' ^ . y 

Abi 1 i ty ; , " . \ 

We performed one way analysis of variance in order to determine the 
effect of emotions on perceptions of the teacher's attributions to . ■ 
ab i 1 i ty . Th i s ana lysis revea 1 ed marg i na 1 1 y significant d i f f erences 
among emotions (F (6, 1 20) =1 .-96, p<. 08). There was not a great deal of 
variation in the Impact of the emotions on ability attributions. Thus, 
this finding illustrates that emotions influence ability attributions 
■ similarly. An explanation further supported by pairwise comparisons of 
each emotion to the no emo't ion control group.i Every emotion except pity 
led to stronger ability attributions than did no emotion (p<.05 ^or all 
five contrasts). The notion that aTl the emdtions affected perceived 
abi 1 i ty attributions simi larly was further sijppo'rted by cbntrasts which 



revealed no si-gjiij^ncant differences between the sur^prise and non- 
surprise emotions (p> . 7) »^ or between the negative and fposltlve emotions 

(p>.7),. /, ■ •■ i' \. /' ■ . ' 



Insert table 3 about here 



Compar I son 'Of Effort and' Ab i 1 i ty _ A 1 1 r i bu t i ons 

Thus far we jiave analyzed the impact of emotions on effort attribu- 

/ ■ . ^ I ■ 

tions separately from their impact on ability attributions. However, 

based on tl;ie work of Weiner we expected to find d i f f erences wi th i n emo- • 

/ , ' 

tions on effort and ability attributions. In order to directly compare 
the effort and ab i 1 i ty at tr i but i ons produced by each emotion we per- 
formed a one way ANOVA with repeated measures (the repetition bieing ef- 
fort vs. abi 1 i ty attr ibut ion scores). If the emotions varied in their 
impact upon effort 'and ab i ii ty . a ttr S but i ons , then this analysis would 
yield a significant interaction between emotion and attribution. The 
interaction, however, was not significant (F (6, 1 1 8) «^ 1 .5 » p>-15)- 



Insert table k about here 



Thus,^this interaction tc^rm demonstrates that therf? was no at- 
tribution difference within emolioris after accounting for the overall 
difference between perceived abiyity and effort attributions 
(F (l , 1 1 8) .0^ , p<.05) • What can explain this general tendency to per- 
cen/> the teacher as attributing their performance more to ability than 
effort? The two most likely candidates again appear to be the effects 



12 



Insert table 2 about !iere 




Our first step In further elucidating how the impact of these af- 
fective responses va r i ed was to compute a con tras t of the a t tr i but i on 
scores for the positive and nega t i ve .emot i ons . This analysis revealed 
that the positive emotions led to significantly greater attributions to 
effort than did the nega t i ve emot i ons (F ( 1 , 1 2 1 ) «6 . 22 , p<.02) . Apparent- 
ly, when the teacher's emotions were positive, Ss were more likely to 
think that the teacher attributed the quality of their performance to 
effort. t r 

The remaining question concerns whether or not the difference bie- 
tween positive and negative emotions was primarily a result of the dif- 
ferential feedback provided by each type of response. • If feedback is an 

important influence on perceived attributions then negative emotions 

1 

should usually lead Ss to perceiving that the teacher thought they 
failed, and positive emotions should usually lead Ss to perceiving that 
the teacher thought they . succeeded . In fact, 46 out of 55 Ss perceiving 
pjjsitive emotions indicated that the teacher thought they succeeded, and 
all 52 Ss perceiving negative emotions indicated that the teacher 
thought they failed. This result is highly significant (ch i -square«77 t 
df'=5, p<.0001). Furthermore, if feedback is the pr, influence on 

-V 

perceived attributions, then the difference in perceived attributions to 
effort should be even greater, when comparing •'success** wi th ''*f ai 1 ure" 
groups, than when comparing the positive and negative emotion groups. 



16 
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of feedback and surprise. 

Feedback and Surprise • , 

In order to compare the positive and negative emo t i ons , we^ first 
computed a difference score for each S (score for perceived ability at- 
tribution mi nus score for perceived effort attribution). A T-test on • 
these scores revealed th^'t the negative emotions did indeed produce 
slightly greater differences albeit marginally, between perceived at- 
tributions to ability and effort than did positive emotions (two-tailed 
T=T.97» df=102, p<.06) . Furthermore, the differences between perceived 
^ability attributions and Effort attributions tor the negative emotions 
was also significant (two-tailed paired T=2.69f df=50, p<.01), while 
there was virtually no difference at all for the positive emotions (two- 
tailed paired T=.22» df=52» p> . 8) . 

This result again suggested a possible mediating role for Ss' per-..^ 
ceptions of whether the teacher thought they succeeded or failed. We 
already know that these perceptions (success or failure) were largely- 
determined by the teachers' responses, so we simply needed to discover 
whether or not grouping -Ss by this perception would result in an/even 



greater difference between attributions. indeed, the difference;' between 

/ 

perceived effort and ability attributions were greater among those who 
believed the teacher thought they failed than among those who believed 



the teacher thought they succeeded (two-tailed T«3 • 02 , . df = 1 25 ,/ p<.00i#) 
Furthermore, while the difference between perceived ability^ a/id effort 

attributions for the ''failure'' group was highly significant Ctwo-ta i 1 ed 

/ 

paired T=3»98, df=73. p<.0003), we found no* such differences for the 

"success" " group (two-tailed paired T=.i»8, df=52, p>.6). If/ other words: 

: ■ / • 

1) When Ss believed the teacher thought they succeeded (which was large- 

/ 
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ly a result of the positive responses) , they perceived no difference in 
the teacher's attributions to effort and ability; 2) When Ss believed 
the teacher thought tney failed (which was largely a result of the nega- 
tive emotions), they perce i ved the teacher as attributing their perform- 
ance more to ability than effort; 3) This d i ffer.ence between the '*suc- 
cess" and "failure" groups (as well as between the positive and negative 
emot i on. groups) rwas significant. Apparently then, the main effect in- 
dicating a seemingly general tendency to perceive the teacher as making^ 
greater ability attributions (see table k) vtas largely due to the at- 
tributional differences associated with the negative emotions (because 
the positive emotions produced no differences) . ^ 

We performed similar analyses to determ i ne the i mpac t of surprise 
on perceived attributions. The surprise emot i ons , however , did not 
cause significantly greater differences between perceived attributions 
to ability aad effort than did non-surprise emotions (two-tailed T«=1.15» 
df=102, p>.25)* Nonethe 1 ess , . the surprise emotions did produce sig- 
nificantly greater perceived ability than effort attributions (two- 
tailed paired T=2.2i4, df=69i P<-03) . while the non-surprise emotions did 
not (two-tailed paired T=.39» df=33» p>.6). Therefore the impact of 
surprise may also help explain the general difference between perceived- 
ability and ef f or t a tt r i but i ons ^vve found in our one way ANOVA with 
repeated measures, although probably not. to the same degree as the feed- 
back factor. 
D i scuss i on 

In. summary, our findings include: ]) All emotional responses 
produced greater effort and ability attributions than did no emotion 
(with the exception of pity and ability attributions). 2) Overall, emo- 
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tions.led to greater ability attributions than effort attributions. 
Moreover, there was little variation 'in the impact of the emotions on 
ability attributions. 3) Responses containing positive emotions or . 
pos i t i ve feedback 1 ed to s i gn i f i can 1 1 y grea ter effort a ttr i but i ons than 
did responses containing negative emotions and nega t i ve .feedback . f*) 
The element of surprise in the emotional response reduced percept ions, of 
effort attributions and also resulted in greater attributions to ability 
than to effort. The difference between surprise and non-surprise emo- 
^tV^ns was not significant, however. 

• • ' ' ■ . / ' ■ 

The Impact of Success and Failure on Perceived Attributions 

\ Our findings indicate that the magnitude of effort attributions was 

\ - 

largely mediated by S s ' perceptions of whether or not the teacher 
thought they succeeded. The group of Ss who believed they received ^ 
posi tive feedback perceived that the teacher made relatively high effort 
attributions, while Ss who believed they received negative feedback per- 
ceived that the teacher made lower attributions to effort. 

Why should positive feedback lead to greater perceived effort at- 
tributions than negative feedback? Eccles and Wigfield (in press) indi- 
cate that students with positive achievement motivation generally at- 
tribute success to. ability and failure to lack of effort, wh i 1 e students 
with negative achievement motivation attribute failure to lack of 
ability and success to external causes. In addition, they sugges t^ tha t 
perception of personal control, oyer outcomes character i zes h i gh 
achievers, but not 1 ow" ach i ever s . This type of pro.cess could at least 
partially account for our findings as follows: I f the teacher*s reac- 
tion conveyed the message that when the S succeeded the teacher felt s/ 
he was. pos i t i ve 1 y motivated, and that when the S failed the teacher felt 
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s/he was negatively motivated (this message can be implicit, impres-^ 
s i on] St i c , -and is not necessarily phenomenol og i ca 1 1 y thought of in terms 
of "achievement mot i vat i on") then : 1) both the "success" and "failure" 
Ss would believe the|. teacher attributed their performance to ability, 
•and 2) . the "failure" Ss would perceive the teacher to make fewer effort 
attributions because they also would see the teacher as believing they 
had less control over thei r performance. Our resul ts f ol low this pat- 
tern. 

. . . ■ . - .■ • \ ^ ; 

Obviously we /cannot definitively determine from these datp whether 

or not Ss perceived impi ic i t messages about the teacher's view ofV^their 

achievement motivation. Moreover, at. first glance it may be diffic\ijt 

to understand how such a message could be successfully conveyed in a \ 

single, relatively brief interaction. Nonetheless, Ss lack of ' . , 

familiarity with bo\h the teacher and the situation (an experimental > 

laboratory study involving the one-to-one teaching of anagrams) may have 

left them par t i cu l/ar 1 y susceptible to reacting to whatever informational 

cues were provided. And our Ss may have been especially sensitive to 

the teacher's reaction to 'their performance bedause such cues provided 

the onl y information regarding the teacher's percept i on' of them. 

Messages conveying whether or not the teacher thinks a student is 

pos i t i vel y* mot i va ted may contr i bute to the expectancy conf i rmat I on* 

process, despite the likelihood that emonions have a lesser impact on 

se 1 f -attr i bu t i ops than per ce i ved a t tr i bu t hons (Coleman, Abraham, and 

> Jussim, in preparation). I f the teacher is the main source of feedback** 

regarding performance, then consistent feedback over time suggesting 

that the student i s^ simply not motivated may ultimately influence self- 

attributions, se 1 f -concept , achievement motivation aYid performance. 
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.Despite our findings, when students fail, teachers need not neces- 
sar i 1 y convey a negative view of the studeat's motivation and ability. 
Teachers usually interact with students on an ongoing basis and'have 
many oppor tun i t.i es to iridiciite whether they believe, the student can and/ 
or desirjss to do well (as opposed to our. one-time only interaction). 
Indeed, Eccles and Wigfield (in press) suggest- that the crucial mediator 
between present and future performance is both the 'teacher ' s and the , 
student's beliefs regarding their ability to control future performance. 
Ironically, therefore, teachers who believe that performance is largely 
due to uncontrollable characteristics of the student may be more^suscep- 
tible to. se 1 f -f u 1 f i 1 1 i ng prophecy 'effects than teachers who believe they 
can and do Influence students' performance, 

Sur pr i se • 

■ The element of surprise inherent in relief, positive surprise, and 
negative surprise produced in lesser perceived attributions to effort 
than-ability than- the non-sur pr i se emot i ons (pity, pride, and anger)*, 
this pattern, was less striking, however, than the pattern of attribu- 
tions associated with success and 'failure. In some ways our data do not 

provide a strong test of the impact of surprise. Surprise, in this con- , 

■ ■ y , ■ ■ • 

text, conveys a violation of expectations. Thus .a stronger test would 
compare surprise with messages clearly i nd i ca t i ng "tha t the teacher's ex- 
pectations were conf i rmed , as wel 1 as wi.th^other ambiguous messages, In 
our study surprise was only compared to ambiguous messages (pity, pride, 
and anger). Nonetheless, surprise reduced effort attr i^tut i ons whether 
it conveyed that the teacher had expected the student to , perform poorly 
(positive surprise, relief), or that the teacher had expected the stu- 
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dent to perform better (negative surprise). :ln other words, emotions 
containing surprise did have at least a moderate influence on Ss' pei — 
ceptions of the tesicher ' s attributions. 

The impact of surfjrise may in part be due to its implicit message 
regarding cootroJ . /When we have /a grisat deal of control over outcomes 

we can usua 1 1 y pr ed i c t them accurately. However, when outcomes differ 

/ .*"..■ ' . 

from our expectations, especially when we previously thought We could' 

control the outcome, we are , likely to feel surprised.* Consequently, we 

feel that either our actions had effects we did not intend, or that we 

/ 

did not really have any influence at* all. In either case, our prior 
sense of control attenuates. Perhaps, then, the surprise emotions led 
Ss to perceive that the teacher attributed their performance more to . 
ability (wh i ch i s ,seen as a stable, mi nimal I'y control labl e character i s- ' 
tic) than effort (>^hich i s seen as unstable yet controllable), because 
by its nature, surprise implies that the outcome was due more to un- 
controWable than controllable factors.- 
Emotions Compared with the No Emot i on. Control Group 

'Thus far. we have discussed the role t5> feedback and surprise upon 
perceived attributions. The impact of these emotions, however, goes 
beyond simply informing people whether their performance confirmed the • 
teacher's expectations, and whether the teacher felt one succeeded or 
failed. In fact regardless of whether the emotion conveyed success 
fa.ilure, ^ome '.express i on of emotion led to greater perceived attribu- 
tions than did no emotion. 

One difficulty in interpreting these findings is that the teacher's 
no emotion response contained neither clear feedback, normuch (if any) 
affect. Therefore we cannot definitively determine the relative con- 
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tributions of these factors to the no .emot i on f i nd i ngs . Future research 
on af f ec t-a t tr i but i on links could include a condition devoid of much af- 
fect, but which contains feedback concerning how well the student per- 
formed on the test. Nonetheless it seems clear that the lower attribu- 
tion scores assoc i a ted ,wi th our ho emotion group are due either to lack 
of feedback, lack of- affect, or both, and we discuss these factors in 
more detail below. 

W^y did some emotional-response lead to greater perceived attribu- 
t i ons to both ab.i 1 i ty and effort? One poss i b i 1 i ty is that a 1 mos t any 
emotion indicates some type of personal i nteres t and/or commitment on 
the part of the teacher. If this, is true, then students might believe 
that interested/committed teachers are concerned, and thihk a great deal 
about the reasons for students' performance (as opposed to more distant 
teachers who, by definition, are not very concerned about students) . 
Thus students would perceive a teacher expressing any emotion at all as 
making, greater attributions for their performance. 

Another explanation is simply that our no emotion response conveyed 
little information of any-kind, so that Ss had no criteria for inferring 
the teacher 's attributions. They would not necessarily need to think 
the teacher is less interested, but would simply hzve less i nf or^ma t i on / 

for inferring the teacher's causal ascription. . In the no emotion condi- 

^ ' * ■ • • * ■ . / 

tion, our Ss may have been uncertain about whether the teacher at- / ' 
tributed their performance to any single factor and' as a consequence, 
they were less willing to indicate that the teacher strongly, or even 
moderately, attributed their performance to any particular factor/ 

Even this seemingly less interesting explanation of the no emotion 
results could have i mpor tan t . i mp 1 i ca t i ons . Instead of feeling that lack 
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of emotional expr^TsT^ communicates disinterest, Ss might have felt 
that 1 ack of feedback connotes i nd i f f erencie . And indifference,.' 

.whatever its cause, would probably lead to lower perceptions of the 
teacher's attributions. We would specul ate, "*then , that teachers who oc- 
casional ly, and in appropriate c i rcums tances af f ec t i ve 1 y respond to stu- 
dents' performance do indeed convey more of. a personal interest in those. 
Students^, than do teachers who rarely respond emotionally. 
Affect-Attribution Links in Face-to-Face Interaction 

One goal of this study is to compare the affect-attribution links 
that occur during soci,al interaction with those found in. previous 

■ studies of (Weiner, et al, 1982;^and Graham S^^Weiner, I98I). Of course 
the oal y possible direct comparisons involve the negative emotions 
(anger, p i ty , and, nega t i ve surpr i se). , because these are the only emo- 
tions included in both sets of research. Indeed, a simple perusal of 
our 'table of means (table 1) reveals although that there are both 
similarities and differences between our findings and those of Weiner. 
In Weiner's research as well as our study, anger is most strongly as- 
sociated with perceived attributions to effort; However, Weiner finds 

. clear differences between 'the pattern of a t tr i bu t i ons. as soc i a ted with 
each emotion, while we find no s i gn i f i cant differences among negative 
emotions'. Moreover, in our study, an unp 1 ieasan 1 1 y surprised response 
does not lead to high. perteptionslof effort attr j but i ons , whi le Weiner 
finds it to be rather strongly associated with effort attributions. 

In addition, the impact of emotions on perceived attributions to 
ability deviates subs tant i a 1 1 y f rom the findings of Weiner. In contrast 
to Weiner's results,' our data indicates that both anger and negative 
surprise are strongly linked to perceived ability, attr i but ions--these 
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links are even stronger than the assoc i at i on^ between these "emot i ons and 
effor.t. Finally, pity leads to the lowest (rather "than highest) per- 
ceived ability attributions. 

What carr account for some of these rather sharp' d'i fferences? Al- 
though we, cannot' defi ni t ivel y answer ttiis question, we can note- some im- 
portant differences between these studies. Perhaps the most obvious 



d i f f erence -J s between the use of scenarios, retrospective accounts, and 
f ace- to-f ace interactions. When Ss read scenarios and remember past, 
events thiy are obviously not directly involved in an interaction. As .} 
Wei ner "h imkel f has suggested (Wejner et al. 1979) he may'have only suc- 
ceeded in assessing naive theories of how emotions and attributions 
should go together, rather than how feelings actually do influence 

1 ^ ■ _ m, 

causal ascrji pt i ons . , 

There were also some important differences in the - s i tua t i ons 5s 
confronted iln each experiment. Our Ss faced a relatively unfamiliar 
situation (individually learning how to solve anagrams from a student 
teacher as part of a laboratory experiment). We.i ner ' s Ss, on the other 
hand considered classroom interactions in the form of scenarios or 
memories. Although our Ss may have been more personally involved, 
Weiner's Ss were at least th i nk i ng/ abou t situations which in some ways 
more., c 1 ose 1 y approximated real cl/assrooms. These s i tuat i ona 1 differen- 
ces may account for much of the /d i ff erence in findings, although 
: precisely how and why these„dl«.simi 1 ar i t i es in methodo 1 ogy "•I ed to dif- 
ferent patterns of resu Lts rema i ns unclear. 



Much prev 



/ 



Conclusion 



ous Work on se 1 f -f u 1 f i 1 1 i ng prophecies has examined di.f- 
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ferences in behavior d i rected toward the target, the effect of the per- . 
ceiver's expectarions on the performance of the target person, and how 
expectations develop. L i tt 1 e research , however has i nvest i gated the na- 
ture of the process (es) by which differential treatmerrt leads to varia- 
-tions in performance. I n par t i cu 1 ar , how targets respond to specific 
types of d i fferent i a V -treatment has rece i ved 1 i tt 1 e attention from so- 
cial psychologists. Although we have not examined subsequent perform- 
ance in jour study, we have "inves t i gated one potent i a T proces s by which 
teacher expectations may ul t i matel y i nf 1 uence the-student. The main as- 
sumption underlying our research has been that the effect of differen-.- 
tial treatment of students Is largely mediated by the students' own cog- 
nitive and affective responses to interactions with the teacher. 

Moreover, despite the discrepancies the two sets of findings, we 
bel i eve. that ^We i ner ' s research, as well as our study, has conv i nc i ng 1 y^^ 
demonstrated the importance of affect in some person perception and a't- 
tributional processes. This smallbody of research ' i nd i ca tes that: 1) 
When we remember our reactions to our own performance on different 
tasks, we strongly associate different emotions w i th par t i cu 1 a r attribu- 
tions (e.g., GrahamVand Weiner, 1981) ; 2) A teacher's emotional expres- 
s^'ions influence outsidti ob^sefvers' (or at least readers') perceptions of 
the teacher's attributions Je . g . , We i ner , e t a 1 . I982); 3) Teacher's 
emotions influence students' perceptions of the teacher's attributions 
(this study); Teacher 's emotions may influence students' own attribu- 
tions (Coleman, Abraham, and Jussim, in preparation). 

Eccles and Wi gf i e 1 d . ( 1 983) . however, suggest that be] i ef s .regard i ng 
one's ability to control future performance is the crucial mediator be- 
tween past and future performance (rather than attributions for current 



and past performance). Although this hypothesis has yet to be empiri-^ 

cally tested, it does seem to be an insightful Idea. Just prior to , 

J- 

their discussion of controllability of future performance- however, Ect - 
cles and Wigfield indicate that a prevalent belief (a t, 1 east among 
Americans) is that ability is a s tab 1 e , r e 1 a t i ve 1 y unalterable factor. 
Apparently then, thisleaves effort as the major remaining controllable 
f actor ..- Fur thermore, whether we attr Ibute, past performances to con- 
"^roJ.Lable factors or uncontro'1 1 abl e factors will have an Influence on 
our beliefs about the control 1 abi 1 i ty of futur'e performance in similar..; 
situations. Therefore a 1 though there, may be individual and cultural 
differences in beliefs regarding which factors are controllable, in 
general there will be a strong relationship between attributions for 
past per f ormance . and beliefs about the controllability of future per- 
formarice. Nonetheless, it would be both reasonable and rel ati vel y easy 
for future research examining the influence of specific kinds of teacher 
behaviors to incorporate direct a'ssessments of students beliefs about 

their ability to control future performance (as well as their percep- 

f* *■ 

tions of the teacher's beliefs). 

Furthermore, the sometimes s-tr i k i ng**S%^f er ences between our find- 
ings and Weiner's strongly suggests that various situational and contex- 
tual factors may influence af f ect/-attr I but i on links. In. some ways, our 
study i s more comparable to superv i sor-supervi see (or employer-employee) 
interactions than to teacher-s tuden t i nterac t i ons . Supervisory 
relationships, more than most educational relationships, are charac-. 
/terized by individuals working with and being trained by a superior 
(this was exactly the situation confronting our Ss) . In fact superiors 
in the workplace may respond emotionally to subordinate's performance ^ 
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with some frequency. For example, most of us would probably have little 
difficulty imagining the boss becoming angry at' someone for failing to 
do his/her job; or expressing pride in an employees' special accomplish- 
ment ; or. i n be i ng relieved that an important deadline had been met. Al- 
though we know of little research investigating the nature of affective- 
ly l.adeh commun i ca t i ons in supervisory re 1 a t ' onsh 1 ps , we believe that 
this, too, could be an interesting and important realm for examining 
af f ec t-attr J but i on 1 i nks and the role of cognitive/affective processes 
'in., interpersonal interactions. 

Our research, though, and much of Wetner's (e.g. Weiner et al . 
1982; Weiner, et al. 1979; Weiner, 1979) has been motivated by the 
potential importance of affective communication in educational contexts. 
Little research^f if any, has directly Investigated the role affect plays 
in real classroom situations. For example, teachers criticize low 
achievers more thah h i gh ach i evers ^for failure, and they praise the lows 
less than highs, for successes; they don't provide feedback to the public 
responses of lows; they. pay less attention to, and interact less with 
lows; they smile less and express fewer supportive and immediate non- 
verbal behavTors to lows. Therefore, important issues for future 
research include i nyes t i ga t i ons of . the f requency and_nature of affective 
expressions in actual cl ass rooms ,.as we 11 as the responses of students 
to such communication. 

We also believe that future research should investigate the nature 
of af f ect-attr ibution / 1 i nks among differing racial and cu 1 tura 1, groups . 
!t i s cer ta i n 1 y poss i b 1 e . tha t attributions for s 1 m i 1 ar behav i ors vary 
across cultures (as well as; across Amer i can sub-cu 1 tures) . In addition, 
the i nterpretat i on. and . norms for the expression of specific emotions may 



also vary from one culture to another (Ekman and Oster, 1979)- Thus the 
inferences and meanings members of different cultural groups extract 
from, a set of emotional expressions (or any kind of communication) may 
sharply contrast with one, another. We also expect such interpretive and 
communi cat Ive di f f erences would contribute to cross-cultural variations 
in behavioral responses . to seemingly similar' i nterpersonal behav i or s . 

Moreover/ such research could Increase our understanding of the inter- 

I 

personal procesfe-fes by which m i scommun I ca t i on occurs between members of 

/ 

different ethnic, racial, a nd cu 1 tura 1 groups bo th within the U.S. and 
internationally (see Hall, 1969; Erickson, 1979f for a discussion of 
some of the sources of m i scommun i ca t i ons) . i 

Finally, for the purpose ; of more f u 1 1 y . under s tand i ng self- ' ' 
fulfilling prophecies in educational and occupational settings, ad-" 
ditional research should d i rec t 1 y i nves t i ga te the impact of various af- 
fective and cognitive processes on subsequent performance . Inasmuch as 
self-concept and se 1 f -schemas may. play vital roles \n determining per- 
formance, we are particularly interested in examining the relationship 
between perceived attributions and se 1 f -a t tr i bu t i ons . In fact, we will 
continue to analyze our data to discover whether there is bi-directional 
influence, un i -d i rec t i ona 1 'influence, or little influence at all between 
perceived and se 1 f -a ttr i bu t i ons . Additional research\is needed to 
determine whether perceived or self-attributions more strongly influen- 
ces subsequent, task performance. We would speculate, however, that: 1) 

Self-concept and sel f-schemas mediate much of the information on past 

■ " ■■ ■. • ' 

.performance as well as the influences on future performance; 2) Assess- 
ments made at a single point in time of an individual's perceptions of a 
super i or • s bel i efs about him-or her wi 1 1 not be strongly related to sub- 



sequent task performance but prolonged exposure to a super i or * s cobs i s- 



tent messages about one's competence will eventually affect one's self- 
concept and, therefore, influence future achievement. 

Much of current social psychological theory and research focuses on 
social cognition. Consequently we now have an impressive array of con- 
ceptual tools (e.g., attributions, scripts, schemas, etc.) which could 
be useful in understanding how individuals respond to their social en- 
vironment. Therefore, we encourage the use of additional social cogni- 
tive concepts in future research on interpersonal interactions. Indeed 
the behavioral confirmation process inherently includes such traditional 
social psychological concepts as expectations, stereotypes and interper- 
sonal influence. We feel that self-fulfilling prophecies are an espe-' 
cially rich theoret i ca 1 context for future, research on the functioning 

perceptual, and affective processes-; | 

and Berscheid, 1977t for an excellent attempt to 
confirmation process in male/female social interac- 

^Relief usually resul ts when, an anticipated negative outcome fails to 
occur. Consequently we believe it contains an important element of 
surprise. 

r 

^We followed this procedure for every emo,t ion except pride. After 
several attempts^, two out of three actors still failed to meet the 70% 
criterion. However, we felt the positive effects of using several en- 
coders exceeded Ithe negative effects of using difficult to decode ex- 
pressions of pride. Inasmuch as we grouped subjects by *^the emotion they 
perceived, we felt it was not overly detrimental to use actors who 
failed to meet the 70% criterion for pride. 

^Because two surprise emotions are positive and only one i s n'egatfive 
(and only one non-surprise emotion is positive whfle two are negative) a 
simple contrast of surpr i se mi nus non-surprise emotions would be con- 
founded by the effect of pos i t i v i ty/nega t i v i ty . We used the following 
contrast because it equalizes the pos i t i v i ty/negat i v i ty of the surprise 
and non-surprise emotions: (pride + .5'(anger + pity)) - (negative 
surprise + .5(positive surprise + relief)) . 




of social cognitive, 

^See Snyder, Tanke, 
"map" the behavioral 
t i ons . 



References 



Brophy, J. E., and Good, T. L. Teacher's communication of differential 
expectations for children's classroom performance: Some behavioral 
data. Journal of Educat ional Psychology . 1970, 6j_, 365-37^. 

Bradley, G. W. Self-serving biases in the attribution process: A 

reexamination of the fact or fiction question. Journa 1 of Per- * 
sonallty and Social Psychology , 1978, 56-71 • 

Burstall, C. The Matthew effect In the classroom. Educational 
Research , 1978, 2i, 1-25- 

Coleman, L., Abraham, J. & Jussim, L. Exploring self vs teacher percep- 
tions in affect-attribution links, (In preparation). 

Cooper, H. M. Pygmalion grows up: A model for teacher expectation com- 
munication and performance Influence. Review of Educational 
Research . 1979. it2. 389-^10. 

Darley, J. M. and Fazio, R. H. Expectancy confirmation processes ar i s- 
Ing in the social interaction sequence. American Psychologist , 
1980,. ii, 867-881 . 

Dweck, C. S. The role of expectations and attributions in the. 

Dweck, C. S. & Bush, E. S. Sex differences in learned helplessness: 
Differential deb i 1 i ta t i on w i th peer' and adult evaluations. 
Developmental Psychol ogy , 1976, 12, pp . 1 ^7" 1 96 . ^ a 1 1 ev I a 1 1 on of 
learned helplessness. Journal of Per sona 1 I ty 'and Soc I a 1 Psychol- 
ogy , 1975. il. 67^-685. ^ . / . 

Dweck, C. S., Davidson,- W. , Nelson, S., and Bradley, E. Sex differences 
in learned helplessness: 11. The con,t I ngenC I es of evaluative feed- 
back in the classroom and III. An experimental analysis. Develop- 
" mental Psychology , 1978, Jjt, 268-276.^ 

Eccles, J., and Wigfleld, A. Teacher expec t^a t i ons and student motiva- 
tion. In J. Dusek (Ed.), Teacher Expectanc ies . Hillsdale, N.J.: 
L. Erlbaum and Associates, in press. 

Ekman, P. arid Oster, H. Facial expressions of emotion. Annual Review 
of Psychology . 1979. ^0, 527^55^- 

Erickson, F. Ta 1 k I ng.--down : Some cultural sources of mi scommun I cat i on In 
! nter.rac i a,r''i'n tervi ews . In A. Wolfgang (ed^) Nonverba 1 ' Behav I or ; 
Appl I cat ions and Cul tural I mp 1 I ca t i ons . New York: Academic Press, 
1979. . 

Good, T. L. How teacher s * ,expec tat i ons affect results. American EducaT 
tion , 1982, 18; 25-32.-* 

Graham, S. and Welner, B. An attr i bu t i ona 1 ana 1 y s I s of some commonly 
experienced emotional states. Paper presented at the poster ses- 



■30 - 



30 



sion entitled "Attribution Research" at the 8th annual convention 
of the American Psychological Association. August, I98I . 

Hall, E. T. The Hidden Dimension . NY: Doubleday, 1969- 

Heider, F. The Psychology of interpersonal Relations . New York: Wiley, 
1958. 

Kelley, H;H. Attribution theory In social psychology. In D. Levlne 

(Ed.) Nebraska Symposium on Motivation (vol. 15)- Lincoln: Univer- 
sity of Nebraska Press,. 1967- 

King, A. S. Self-fulfilling prophecies In training the hard-core: 

Supervisor's expectations and the underprivileged workeh*s perform- 
ance. Social Science Quarterly , 1971. ^> 369"378. 

Markus, H. Self-schemata and processing Information about the self. 
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 1977» 23.* 63"78. 

Merton, R. K. The self-fulfilling prophecy. Antioch Review , 19^8, 8, 
193-210. . . 

Miller, D.T., aod Ross, M. Self-serving biases In the attribution of 
causality: Fact or fiction? Psycho 1 og i ca 1 Bui 1 et i n , 1975» 82, 
213-225. 

Richey, H. W., and Richey, M. H. Nonverbal behavior in the classroom. 
. Psychol ogy 'i n the Schools , 1978, J^, 571-576. 

RIst, R. Student social class and teacher expec ta t i ons : The self- ^ 
fulfilling prophecy In ghetto education. Harvard Educational 
Review , 1970. ifO, i*ll-i451. - ^ ' 

Rosenhan, D. L. On being sane in insane places. Sc i ence , 1973f 1 79 » 
250-258. 

Rosenthal, R. On the social psychology of the sel f -f u 1 f I 1 1 I ng prophecy: 
Further evidence for Pygmalion effects and their mediating 
mechanisms. New York:MSS Modular Publications, Module 53» 1973» 

Rosenthal, R.,and Fode, K. L. Psychology of the scientist: V. Three 

experiments in experimenter, bias. Psychol oq I cal Repor t f . 1963» 1 2 , 

^♦91-511. ^ : 

Rosenthal , R, . and Jacobson, L. Teacher expec^ r5t I ons for the disad- 
vantaged. Scientific Amer»i can , I968, 2 1 8 , 19"'23* 

Snyder, M. , Tanke, E. D., and Berscheld, E* ^Social percefjtlon and 

I nterper sona 1 behavl or : On the sel f -f ul f I 1 1 I ng na ture -of soc I a 1 

■ stereotypes. Journal of Personality and .Soc I al Psychol ogy , 1977f. 
656-666. . 

Weiner, B. A theory of motivation for some clas^sroom experiences. 
Journal of Educational Psychology . T979f ii» 3""25* 



31 



\ 



3J 



Weiner, B. Some thoughts about feelings. Paper presented at the Annual 
Convention of the Amer i can Psychol og i ca 1 Association, August, I98I. 

Weiner, B. The emotional consequences . pf causal as.cr i pt i ons . Un- 
published manuscript, 198I. U.C.L.A 

Weiner. B., Graham, S., Stern, P., and Lawson, E. Using affective 

cues to infer causal thoughts. Developmental Psychology , I982, J_8, 
278-286. 

Weiner, B., Russell, D., and Ler^an, D. The cognition-emotion process 

in achievement-related contexts. Journal of Personality a^d Social ' 
. Psychology , 1979. H. 1211-1220. 

Word, C. 0., Zanna, M... P., and Cooper, J. The nonverba 1 med i at i on of 

seTf-fulf i 1 1 i ng prophecies in interracial interaction. Journal of 
Exper i mental Soci al Psychol ogy , 197^. JO* 109-120. 

Zuckerman, M. Attribution of success and f a i 1 ure r ev i s i ted , or: The 

motivational bias is alive and well in attribution theory. Journa 1 
of Personally , 1979. hl^ 2^*5-287- 



32 



TABLE 1 

MEAN PERCEPTIONS OF ATTR I BUT 1 ONS TO EFFORT AND ABILITY..BY EMOTION 
EFFORT ABILITY 
Pride* n . 18 _ Anger-= 9-92 

Anger= 9.58 Neg. Surp.« 9-59 

Relief* 9.25 " Pride* 9. 70 

Pos. Surp.= 9.16 Pos. Surp.« 9.68. 

Pity* 8.00 Rel i ef* 9.^42 

Neg. Surp.* 6.5-2 ^ P-i-t-y-^8 . 6 2 

No Emotion* ^.55 No Emotion* 6.72. 
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TABLE. 2 

ONE-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR EFFORT ATTRIBUTIONS 



Source^of 
Var i at i on 


Sums of 
Squares 


• Degrees of 
Freedoms 


Mean 
Square 


F-Rat io 


Emot i ons 


^495. 00 


6 


82.50 




Error 


2001.2 


•121 


16.5^ 





''C5'tp<.0001 



. TABLE 3 

ONE-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR ABILITY ATTRIBUTIONS 



Source of 
Variation 


Sums of 
Squares 


Degrees of 
F reed oms 


Mean 
Square 


F-Ratio 


Emot i ons 


156'. 1^4 




26.02 


. 1.96^ . 


• Error 


J 59-^. 7 


120 


13.29 





^p<.08 
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TABLE k 



ONE-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE (REPEATED MEASURES) FOR DETERMI N I NG" THE IM- 
PACT OF EMOTIONS ON ABILITY ATTRIBUTIONS VS. ETFORT ATTRIBUTIONS 



Source of 
Var i at i on 


Sums 
of 

Squares 


n A n r* A o c 

^ uegrecb 
of 

F reedoms 


Mean 
Square 


F-Rat io 


Overall Difference be- 
tween ab i 1 i ty attr i bu- 
tioris and effort at- 
tr i but i ons 


48.58 


1 


48.58 


4.04:^: 


Attribution by emotion 
i nteract i on 


108. 1 3 


6 


18.02 


1 .5ns 


Error. 


1419.89 


118 


12.03 





5fp<.05 
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